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ABSTRACT : 

Grading policies and practices within the nine~ 

; ‘colleges comprising the Los Angeles Community College District : 

' (LACCD) weré examined in order to analyze past and present ‘grading: . 
policies and practices.in each college and the district as a whole, 
to relate findings to statewide and nationwide grading practices, and 
to discuss possible future trends in grading practices and policies. 
Data analyzed were grades issued by LACCD colleges during the fall 
semesters 1966 through 1975. Official grading policy was deterpined 
“through review of current and past college catalogs and faculty 
handbooks. Major findings were: (1) grade point averages (GPA‘s) had , 
risen ower the past 10 years from 2.24 to 2.64; (2) GPA's dipped for | 
the first time in 10 .years in the fall of 1975. (2.64) from fail 1974 
(2.66); (3) total. percentage of A's and B's awarded rose from 40.4% 
-in 1966 to 57.2% in: 1975; (4) total percentage of D's. and’ P's 
declined from 18.8% to 10.6%; (5) ‘only-slight*differences in 
distribution of grades was found between LACCD colleges; and (6) 
considerable diversity’between colleges was found regarding grading 
policies. A number 6f factors were suggested as being associated with 
the rise in mean GPA across the LACCD. Recommendations for further 
study and for a cfearer delineation of grading policies were sade. 
Appended are summaries of LACCD policies on withdrawal, repetition of 
courses, and incomplete course work. (Author/JDS) ° 
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LACCD GRADING PRACTICES-AND POLICIES ~ 


* S mM 


= Backgsound : "s ‘i & im ‘ e 


s 


. committee was formed to work with Irv Weifer of the Educatiofiil Research staff to 


. The data analyzed were those grades faints in the ‘Los Angeles Community ‘Colleges during ®, 


" wo oy 24974 in 1975. (Grade Inflation - 1975, Arvo Juole, August 1976). . 


ee that the average GPA among , students at: those ‘institutions had risen 


® ‘ 


At the seuhent of the VicesChancellor Educational Planning and Development , ‘the Office. 

of Educational Research ard Analysis undertook the assignment of examining grading 

practices and policies w in the Los ‘Angeles Community Colleges over the past‘ ten years. ° 
In early August Dr. Arthur N. Cherdack addressed the Council of Instruction onthe « .,.- -, 
matter of conducting a study of past and present grading practice. and policies within bar 
the District. The Council ‘agreed that the issue should be studied, and a steering 

determine the study's content and format. Four-members were chosen to the committee = 

Dr, Jack Fujimoto, (Pierce), Mr. Jack Smith SESEHEEDS Dr. Quentin Mason Goukivest), “and 


Dr. Naren Chapman (West). . D y 
Objectives = Ag ; ; 
: : ag F 


. 9 ’ 


-The steering committee determined that the objectives of the grading study would be to: 
: / 


e Analyze past and present grading polic¥ and practice in each’ of the Los 
? AnereS comune: Ooliegas and in.the District as ‘a whole. XX 


e Relate saae to arptewide and nationwide grading RESERESS 


e Discuss possible future ‘trends in pacing, practices and polite es. 
\ ; , : 1 


Procedures Vig. a a Be ‘ 


the-Fall semesters 1966 through 1975. Data for the years prior to 1973 were requested tt 
~ from the colleges. Data for the’ years 1973,’ 1974,) and ig em obtained from computer 
. Printouts ‘of grade distribution produced by the Data cessing unit. .Offtcial 


: * grading policy wads determined through review current and past college catalogués and. 


faculty handbooks. One of) the major problems encountered in the study was that much: Saad 
the policy and practice-data submitted by the cQlleges wer& either missing or Fanaa lakes 

* The grade data that were available were tabulated and organized through the use of «an. . 
APL terminal. Several other grading studies from around, the nation were reviewed and 
analyzed for comparison to Bereece informat ton. ‘ 


‘ P ; , ¢ ; ian ‘, ‘ c- . . 
Ma jor. Findings: . . we oS oo . ) 
Past and Present Grading Practices rege ' aa ; ees 


f However, the rige. is” congistent with findings of ‘other grade studies, ~ a 
i ‘including a nationwide study'that Showed a similar increase in average 
‘ GPA amohg a sample of collegés and uniyergities from 2.44°in 1965 EOE eS. ug 


Further, a. ‘study of. 15 colleges -and ubiversities in California showed: d 


‘ from 2.47 in 1960.to' 2.94 in.1974,° (Undergraduate Scholastic Grading), Dae 
19608 . Ae dee tee 


8 to 1970's, _Sidgey Suslow, February 1976). oe 


, e@ Grade point averages within the LACCD d 


the Fall semester of 1975 (2,64) -from Fall 1974 (2,66). . 
te p Poe y 4. : bce: hg 


. 


” This: is comparable to the findings of a national study (Juolo) that 
showed average GPA declining for the first time in 1975 (2.74) as 
compared t6 1974 (2.77). 


‘e The total percentage of A's and B's awarded has risen from 40.4% if 1966 to 


57.2% in 1975. 


~ 
_ahe total percentage of A's, B's, and C's has risen sli htly from 79.3%, ‘in 
Fall 1966 to 86.7% in Fall LED ; ; i 
During the same nekied of time LACCD incomplete (INC) rates have also 
risen slightly, Eee le % (1966) to~2.7%. RLa7e) 


; Fite ‘Fall 1966 through Fall 1978, ¢ e’ percentage of Dis wi F' 8 declined from — 
18.8% to 10.6%. * ee : 


v & fe, . on ¢ 
(e) slight d{fferences existed in the a ibut ion cof “‘grades# awarded (ise. 
~perceptages of A's, B's, C's, D's, F's INC'S. between th Dis ict colleges) 


_@*When withdrawals (W's) are.considered gs- a grades avarded, 
* they show dramatic fluctuations from 1966. oe h 1975. efidix A, Fi 


However,‘ the (iuctwartobe are more Lkely a “reflection, of thé differing 

withdrawal reporting ptocedures between colleges rathéf than: actual ; 

4, changes in the LACCD yearly withdrawal rates. The discrepancies ‘in the , 
‘A. withdrawal data made comprehensive aealvads. iriposs{ble, 


j Current iaited Policies | : i u f ; i 


e@ WITHDRAWAL - There is considerable diversity: among the colleges as to the, 
f 


° 


inal date a student may withdraw from a class with no penalty. © 


"No Penalty" withdrawal deadlines vary from eight weeks at five of 
the colleges to the, last day of instructf®n at two others. All of 
the colleges but one indicate that students-who withdraw after the 
established\ deadline will be given a "W" grade only if they can ~ 
verify: that the action was the tesult of situations beyond conttol, 
uch as prolonged illness, accident, or new conditions of eeploynent:s 
The instructor must verify that the work of the student had been 
soa up’ ® the date of withdrawal. 


a 


@ REPETITION OF COURSES - Thé calleges also differ with cian to the number 
of units a sfudent may repeatAfor credit. 


Four of the colleges within ,the District have set a limit upon the 
number of units a student may- repeat. Those limits vary. between 12 
and 15 units. The other five colleges have no expressed limit on 
the number of.repeatable units, although some indicate that each 
request té repeat is evaluated on its own merits, There are also 
. differences among, the colleges in methods of application for 
ermission to repeat a course. In some cases approval must come © 
from the“Division Coordinator, in other ‘situations from the 


Department’ Head, ‘and in others from the ayen or Assistant Dean af 


Instruction,s cg 
pe 


e@ INCOMPLETE COURSE WORK - arabicus exist among the ‘LACCD colleges with 
regard to a time period allowed for a student to make up incomp lete 
coursewotk. ; A yo : 


¢ ‘ 


Three of the colleges require the student to complete the required 
work for the class within one semester. The‘ other six colleges 
ee sabe one. year from the ‘Sate the incomplete was issued. 
@ MAXIMUM STUDENT LOAD - There are slight differences among the colleges as to 
the maximum unit load a student may carry in one semester without having to 


. petition the college. ; 
3 ; 
__, Five genoela allow 18% units, three allow up to 18 units, and one has 
. » set a Limit of .174 Wnits. Students wishing’to carry more than the 
maximum allowable units must secure permission from the Office of 
; Rmateoehinn: on. their campus 


isebaaliee iiformatfon on grading policy submitted by ‘the colleges prevented compre- 
hensive study of past grading policy within the LACCD. Hdwever, the data submitted 
-did seem to indicate differing policies: among the. colleges in the above areas for 
years, pee to 1978. 


‘s Ana sis 

The reason for, the gradual rise in ,average GPA Across the District can be attributed to 
a number of possible: ‘factors: ° (a) the Vietnam War and student activist movements of the 
late sixties, which gained the sympathy of y. faculty members and prompted some fo 
grade less harshly;*(b)-a géneral increase in the freedom ‘of faculty to be more 
divergent; (c) a corresponding ‘increase in the general license to criticize traditional 
institutions and practices’ on the part of faculty and. students; (d) the stronger demands 
by students to have more voice in academic affairs; “(e) the recently implemented 
programs of providing for students. from-deprived socio-ec omic groups, which brought 
many high-school under-achievers into the colleges; and (f) finally, the concern over 
maintaining or increasing enrollments, and thus ‘revenues, which may have stimulated 
higher aia ‘levels as ar ajd in recruitment. ° ae 


With ceard: to California. Community: Colleges, one study (Through the Open Door, California: 
Postsecondary Education Commission,’ February 1976) has indicated that the changes in 


grading practices have arisen out of two separate but related policy changes.. ‘One has» 
been the "forgiveness": policy ‘in grading where poor grades earned by a studgnt in the > 

‘ ‘past were expunged from, student récords.. The second, a more recent devel nt, has ., 
been the policy of not awarding punitive ‘grades ("'F" and "WF") at all, .on the grounds Rd 
that. the student's record.should show’ only, the coutsework in which he or she has, 
demonstrated satipfactagy academic -achievement, Tt is ‘logical to «postulate ‘that ‘ghese 
factors may have~influenced ‘grading ne and Lpobihey, within the Los, Angeles; 
Community Colleges as/well.* os 


Recommend ations noe as , . pe 
Clearer delineation of radiy olicy in. colle e sabato ue 8 ahd facult andb 
“4 Fas 
biqiot the Dy problems ‘enenwulbaced in the study” ‘was “that many aspects. of grading 
policy were not-expressly defined in either college catalogues or. faculty, “handbooks. 
Such policy ‘elaboration and clarificatidrd? could aid both students. and teachers in 
defining grading, standards. The absence* of ‘such elaboration lends credence to the 
argument ‘that LACCD grading practices’ are guidéd tiere by utiof ficial policy than wre 
of fictal policy. -_ vs : 


vk ate 


' i nog 


More rigotous. date collection and maint@nances 


a 


‘Another. major problem encountered in the study was the amount of tating wenté data 
for years peter to 1973. » Some colleges had absolutély no ‘Gutmat ive records for years 


Be ae 


prior to 1973. Of course, most student records since 1973 are available centrally, 
thus eliminating much of the problem. However, accurate storage and maintenance 


of historical records of grading policy and practice would Spee Nene sauihipate 
future studies of this subject. 


3. Further study of rradin olicies and rocedures. 


The recent report by the California Postsecondary Education Commission (Through 

the Open Door, February 1976) alluded to the "inequality of opportunity" that could 
result from'different policies and practices within the California Community Colleges. 
While it is recognized that individual colleges often serve different clienteles, 

it should neverfheless be determined whether such deviation produces unequal oppor- 
tunity. Further study and closer examination of gradjing standards and procedures 
within the LACCD is needed before any final determinations can be made. 
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a LACCD GRADING PRACTICES - = a 


GRAPHS 
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Point Average 


Grade 


3.0 


LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 
LACCD Grade Point Average 


1966 -: 75 


“X a ae 


: ( LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 
¥ ; Increase A's & B's vs, Decrease D's & F's 
1966 - 75 


Percentages 


~ 


i 2.73 ¥ Zi 


1966 67° 68 -“ 69 - 70 | 
‘ » 
Academic Years ° 5 
FIGURE 20 a? * 
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LACCD Withdrawal and Incomplete Rates 
1966 - 75 ° 
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APPENDIX B 


LACCD GRADING PRACTICES 


TABLES 


No. of 
colleges 
reporting 


/ 


Pa 


of 


hg : ' 
LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 
GRADE DISTRIBUTION = 1966 - 75 


13.8% 


14.% 


16.3% 


18.0% 


19.1% 


19.6% 


23.47% 


24.8% 


26.6% 


26.9% 


27.4% 


. 
28.3% . 


SUMMARY TABLE 


38.9% 


38.5% 


% 
D. 


11.3% 
11.0% 


9.6% * 


7 7.5% 


3 6.7% 


7.2% 


5.3% 


3.9% 


40.4% 


41.87 


a a 


46.3% 


47.7% 


49.1% 


_ Incy (A's & (D's & 
B's) 


F's)" 


18.8% 


17.7% . 


16.8% 


14.3% 


11.3% 


11.9% 


10.7% 


10.2% 


10.0% 


10.6% 


GPA 


LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 


Percerttage of Grades Awarded 
District and College Totals - Fall 1966 


Table 1 
i College — A B Cc: D 
City 13.9% . 26.5% 35.4% 12.2% 
“Harbor >, “Re see 4a aba 
Pierce (day only) — 13.9% 25.5% 40.3% g 11.9% 


Valley 14.8% . 27.2% 39.5% 959% 


DISTRICT — 13.8%, 126.6% 38.9% = 11.3% 


* Grades not available - East, Trade 
ak Colleges not in existence - Mission, Southwest, West 
+ 4 


Percentage of Grades Awarded 
District and College Totals - Fall 1967 


' 


' _ Table 2 
* College - 9 8B “D 
City «. . 26.1% 11.9% 
Harbor 26.6% 10.1% 
Pierce oe 27.4% , 10.6% 


Valley . . 27.5% ‘| 10.6% 


DISTRICT 26.9% tr: oe 


s 
» 3 - * 


Grades not available - East, Trade 


ek Colleges not in existence - Mission, Southwest, West 
3 . . 


rie 


44 


. elle 


‘ 
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LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT .* 


Percentage of Grades Awarded 
District and College Totals - Fall 1968 «q 


* J Table 3 , . 
College A B Cc , D eo oe INC GPA 
_ City . 17.5%. 27.8% 34.9% 10.1% 6623.12 Ts: aa 
Harbor 13.2%: 27.6% 44.7% 9.2% 5.3%. *.0% 2.34 f 
Valley @ 16.5% 26.8% 36.1% 9.3% 8.8%. 2.5% 2.28: 


DISTRICT 16.3% 27.4% 37.2% 9.6% 7.2% 2.3% 2.31 


’ ' 
‘ 


* Grades not available - East, Pierce, Southwest, Trade 


*k Colleges not in existence - Mission, West — 


4 


Percentage of Grades Awarded : 
District and College Totals - Fall 1969 


“ Table 4 
College 4 A a) c D F INC GPA 
City * 20.1% 28.3% 34.52 9.1% ~ 5.3% 2.7% 2.43 , 
Harbor - 13.5% 29.7% * 44.6% 8.1% 4.12 "0% 2.41 
Pierce - "18.2% 28.1% 36.8% 9.1% ime 2.2% 2.40 
Valley (day only) 18.0% 27.0% 36.9%" 9.0 6.1% 3.0%. 2,36 
West 17.8% 30.6% 36.4% 9.6% 3.7% 2.1% | 2.45 
_ DISTRICT , * 18.0% 28.3% 37.2% 9.0% 5.3% 2.2% 2.40 
ie ; ' Se 
‘* Grades not available - East, Southwest, Trade 
2 2 : : 
. ** College not in existence - Mission 
° a \ ¢ F ij - 
‘ 
- . L5 \ , 
‘ Z : F 
4 ‘ o12- 
: s 


Kast 


| Harbor 
“¥ 
F ‘ Pierce 


West 
@° 


. DISTRICT 


College 
fast 
City 
Harbor, 
Pierce, 
Valley 


West , 


DISTRICT 


College 


Chry ¢day only) 


Valley . ee 


; : 85 : -f 
Los ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 
percent 


ge of Grades Awarded’ , } 


District and College Totals - Fal? “1970 


A B. 


$50 8 


18.9% 31.0% 


224.2% 26.6% 


13.5% 24.0% 


19.9% > 29.6% 


19.0% 30.7% 

21.4% -29.1%° 
) 

19.1% 28.6% 


* Grades not available - Southwest, Trade 


te College not in existence - Mission 


Percentage of Grades ‘Awarded 
District and College Totals - Fall 1971 


sy, 


cf 


Tatts 5 
c 

37.7% 

32.9% 


58.3% 


by eg 
35.4% 


S35.02 


34.5% 


38.6% 


8.8% = 6.62 31R 2.43 


. * \ - 


D F INC GPA 


3.2% « ia! 


4.2% .0% .0% 2.47 
8.0%. 5.1% 2.02 a7 
7.5% 4.5% 3.3% 2.46 


3.8% 1.4% 2.52 


7.4% 3.9% 2.4%: - 2.47 


Table 6 : — 
A B Cc D F INC tea 
20.5% «32.7% 35.0% 6.8% 21% 29K 2.87 
21.6% 28.4% 32.4863 BE 2.45 
19:7% 32.9% 41.6% 566Z =| ORR 2.66 
20.8% 29.8% 34,02 7.9% °° 4.7K 2.8% 2.49 
15.3% 26.3% 41.2% «8.0% 5.2% 4.02.30 
O19 29.02, 32.2% 20,02 5.2% 4.7% 2.49 
19.6% 29.5% 36.3% 7.7K HE 2.7% 2.47 | 
* Grades not available ~ Southwest, Trade . 
** College not in existence - Miasion 
, -13- “16 


: LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT ~ } 


’ 


Percentage of Grades ‘Awarded . 


’. as ‘ District and College Totals, - Fall 1972 | ; 
“i avin : b / 
College "ok B  4¢ DY: F INC 7 GPA 
East 200K *93.0E-" $3.82 SO “E.ex ~3.2nf. 2,62 
City 23.6% | 28.8% . 29.4%, 7.4% 6.6% 4.28 2.47 
’ j 
“Harbor? 29.2% 32.0% 39,38” Sak ie ae as 
Pierce . 22.4% 30.2% | 32.4% * 6.9% 4.9%  3.p% 2.52 
nf ° . I 
Valley . 25.8% 29.8% 30.4% 6.2% 4.0% 3/8% 2.60 
: 
West 25.08 26:22 30.8% ‘9.3% (5.2% 9.5% - 2.89 
e, . : “4 
DISTRICT 23.4% 30.4% 32.3% 66K 4 - 2.56 
aad | 


* Grades not available - Southwest, T de*” 


: nee ae College not ‘in existence - Mission 
\ 7 


Table 8 


Percentage of Grades Awarded 
District and College Totals - Fall 19 


e College A B Cc D F 


: INC GPA 

Raat . 23.9% 33.7% 32.5% 5.5Z_s14%] 3.0K 2.67 
City ; ae Se Sea- «C9. S 3.7%! 2.55 

" Harbor, "@ 25.5% 32.62 36.5% 5.2% a 2.78 
Pierce 26.6% ‘30.7% 30.7%. 6.2% “4.2 i 255 . 
Southwest 16.9% 27.9% 36.2 «1.2 2.1% 2.33 hoe 
Trade . 23.1% 30.6% 31.7% 8.3% 4. 1.4% 2.56 

Valley -  “pgaz 30.42 29.1255. 3.7% 2,67 

West 93,98 27.4% 31.9% 8.8% 542% 3.4% 4.48 
DISTRICT Ws.8% «30.9% «31,28 6.6Z 26K. 

**kCollege not in existence - Mission - 2 a x 


<7l4- 17 


= : - LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE. DISTRICT 


Percentage of Grades Awargeéed : : 
‘District and College Totals - Fall 1974 
, ; Table 9 A 
College ; A B ¢ . D ¢ F . _ INC GPA 
East . 25.8% 32.5%. 32.9% Sak 10% 3.02 2.72 NL 
city 30:6, «27.7% «26.8% 6.9 BRE 2.66 De 
Harbor 27x 3st | 35.22 5.4% ox 3d 81 
Pierée 27.1% 31.2 28.4% 5.9% 3.9% 3.5%, 2.64 
Souttwest*™= «18,02 29.2% | 35BZ «10,3k 7 2.02 2.42 
Trade 23.8% 31.7% | 31.2% 8.6 308% OK 
Valley 29.7% 30.12 - 27.7% S.Ak «3.02 3.5% 2.70 
West 25.0% 28.1% 30.7% 87 SOR, ee | 256 
DISTRICT 27.0% 30.5% 30.0% 66x 304% QS 2766 
** College not in itatenne - Mission . 
e Percentage of Grades. Awarded 
’ District and College Totals = Fall 1975 5 
" . / Table 10 | ; [ 
; College A <> ee D F “INC GPA 
East 27.3% 32.5% 30.8% 5.12 Lor 3.3% 2h 
City . 2646, 29.1% 29.4% 7.8R 3.9% 3.5% 2.60 
Harbor ' 28.7% 32.7% "32.3% 6.0% 1% | 2% 2.83 : 
é Mission 29.7% 32.2% 22.42 5.7% 5.2% 4.8% 2.66 
Pierce ? - 27.2%, 29.3%. 28.2% ales 5.0% 3.7% 2.60 
Southwest ©219,6% 28.9% 33.8% 104k 5.0% 2.5K 2.42, 
Trade “23.9% 31.1% «30.9% 8.9% a «2102.60 
“Valley + 30.4% 30.12 26.9% 5.7236 3.3R TL _ 
West 25.9% 28.5% 28.62. 8.1% S.7K 3.22.54 
" DISTRICT 26.8. 30.4% 29.52 700k 3.6% 27 t 64 
18% . 
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APPENDIX C 


LACCD GRADING POLICY 


: w WI THDRAWAL* 


May withdraw. through eighth week without penalty grade. 

After eighth Week must have drop card sighed ‘by instructor,’ 
. who has discretion of issuing "W'' grade (non-punitive) . 

Withdrawal through fifth week in the seniester results in 

no penalty. From sixth through eleventh, withdrawal 

requires the signature of instructor~ and is recorded as 

aw", After eleventh week, withdrawal subject to approval 

of ingtructor or department head. Grade recorded either 

s ttygee or sept 

6 

Grade of "W'' given through the end of eighteenth week. 

Students who withdraw after the eighteenth week or fail , 

to complete the course satisfactorily, are given a grade oF 

"NCR" (No Credit). No "F" grade is issued. 


‘ No student may‘withdraw from a course without approval of 
the instructor or Office of Instruction, or before: eteiving 
appropriate counseling gfforts. No pefalty for withdrawal . 
through the eighth week.:’ No drop card needed through 

_secofid week, After the eighth week, student is given 
either a "W" or "Fi". 4 4 : 

Ms \ 

There is no penalty’ grade given for withdrawal from class . : 

during the first eight weeks. After the eighth week, \a "WwW" 

is issued if the student is passing the course, and ny if 

he’ is not. 


‘ 


+" “ = ’ 
The student has the option to withdraw from the college or 
dypp individual clasges uh to the last calendar date of 


instruction without @ pena grade. Students withdrawing i 
or dropping after this date will receive grades earned... 
ry wa ; 
_ Withdrawal with a "W" grade is allowed through the ei 


rai 
“week. Subsequent withdrawals equixe the consent of : 
instructor. , ’ 


to nonaley for withddaval through twelfth week. After 
twelfth, no official: withdrawal is permitted except by 
approval of the Dean: or Assistant Dean of Admissions and 
Guidance. "W" given for all withdrawals through sixteenth 
week. a at ! F 
First three weeks, no penalty for withdrawal, From the 
fourth through eighth, "W" is issued. From ninth through 
sixteenth week, eithen,a "W" or "F" is given. 

‘@ “© withdrawals given after sixteenth week, 


~~? 


- 
- 
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* Au ‘policy information obtained from 1975-76 college cabehoginy and/or 


; Z 
REPETITION OF COURSES 


Student may repeat course in which a grade lower than. 
a,"C" was earned. . New grade granted over old grade. 
se cuniede must petition for change. 


Student may repeat course. in which-he received "D", "F",. 

"INC", "CR" or "NCR", If student repeats coursg not 

* designated as repeatable (in which he earned either 
an "A", "BY, 'T"), new fade is recorded if lower than original 
grade (which is dischrded). (Does not afply to, 
English 61-66). ° Unit credit is not removable. Courses 
sale must total not more than 12 units. : 

a e 
Harbor ° If student has earned a "C" or hatter, course may not 
be, repeated for credit (exception - repetitive courses). 
May tepeat up fo 15 units. Applies for "D" and "F" 
ades. ah 


. Mission May not esti received "C" or better. ‘Course 
in which student earned "D",~'F", or'NCR'may be repeated. 
Permission to repeat must be secured from the Office of. 
Instruction (in writing). No limit listed as to number 
ap faeecens a student may repeat. 
Pierce ° Student may not repeat if "C" or better was earned, 
except next-in-sequence ‘courses with recommendation of . 
department chairman. Permission to repeat,must be secured ; 
in writing from department chairman. Highest grade recorded. 


Sduthwest May not repeat if "c" ar better was earned, Must sccure 
E permission to repeat in writing from division coordinator. 
No unit limft. 


A student may not repeat a course in which he already 
has a final grade of "C" or better unless prior permission 
is granted by petition. No unit limit. 


A course cannot be repeated in which a "'C" or better 
grade was earned, unless course description so indicates, 


Student must petition for new grade, Maximum repeatable 
units = 12. 


A student may not repeat a course in which a "C" or 
better was earned, unless it is’ a next-in-sequence course. 
Must be approved by division chairman. Maximum repeatable 
units = 12, Siig ee 

* 


.* All policy information obtained from 1975-76 college catalogues and/or 
faculty handbooks. 


| Pe , 2 . th A 


‘ INCOMPLETE COURSE WORK™ Mees 
; . ‘ 
| East “ ; Incomplete given for missing final exam or 


major assignment. Record of “INC'* remains for 
one year. If not made up within one year, 
incomplete becomes "NCR" (No Credit). 


Incomplete given only to students who are 
' passing course, but miss final exam or assignment. 
Must be made up within one semester from date 
issued. Incomplete is same as "W" and is not 
- computed into GPA. - 
Harbor ; - Incomplete given to those unable to attend last 
~ two weeks, or because’of illness, or because of 
missing exam or major assignment. "INC" removed 
within one year with appropriate makeup work. io 
ik ‘ Otherwise, it becomes "NCR". 


Mission An incomplete grade will remain until all require- 
z ' .ments of the course Have been completed. A onesyear 
limit is set for completion of wor 


Pierce Incomplete given if final exam or major assignmept 
is missing and student is passing course. If : 
- student is not passing course,:an "F" grade may 
be given by the instructor. Instructor must 
include conditions for removal of incomplete o 
student's record. "INC" considered as "W"' for. 
unit and GPA purposes. Must be made up in the 
next semester of attendance, 


Southwest , An "INC" will remain until all course requtrengats 
are completed, which must be within one year 
issuance of grade. Nf not completed within one 
year, "INC" becomes "NCR", . ' 


. 


Trade ’ ; Incomplete must be made up within one year of 
date incurred. Computed as an "F" in transcript. “8 


Valley If a student is passing and misses final exam or 
p : fails to turn in major assignment, he gets an 
"INC". Instructor has option of giving another 
grade. Has one year to make-up "INC", "INC" = 
4 . no grade point. 


West “ Failure to take final exam may result in’ "INC" or 
: “F" grade. "INC" must be made up during following 
ms ‘semester. 


’ ‘ * All policy information obtained from 1975-76 college catalogues and/or 
faculty handbooks. ; 


° 
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